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Bikini/Eneu Atolls

I think-that you shouldbe made aware of recent developments regarding the: i$sue -
of the possible radiological cleanup of Bikini Atoll and the somewhat related
question of whether its former inhabitants might be permitted to return to

:.,,...,-

Eneu Atoll prior to any cleanup of Bikini. Eneu is near Bikini and is the
atoll that is the subject of the letter from Secretary Clark to Hodel dated
Ju1Y5, 1984 (attached).

As additional background information, I have also .attached a COPY of IT&
earlier note to you (July 84) about Bikini.

In sunnnary:

o DOE has not yet drafted a reply for Secretary Hodel to send Secretary
Clark in response to his July 5, 1984, letter about Eneu Atoll.

Io The DP/PE technical people cannot agree on what dose levels of radiation
are an acceptable risk--and there are moral/ethical issues which
surround this question in addition to the scrutiny of world opinion if..
we (LISG) return people and they suffer an increased level Of illness. ““

o At least three joint DP/PE/GC/IR meetings have been held on the topic
and it seems to me that DP/PE are still far apart.

o John Rudolph has agreed to take another try at an acceptable draft--but I
do not see too much for them to agree upon given their very different
interpretation of some basic data related to l~kely health hazard dose .
levels. .

o“ Roger Ray feels strongly that (aside from data dose questions) the Peo~~e
of Bikini should be given the right of informed choice. ..

DONOTWRITE ONTHISCOVERAS l~ls[NTENDED FORRE-USE
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0 Since a prior attempt at such an informed choice resulted in the
people eating food that they were told not to eat--some say the risk is
high they will do it again.

o If we (DOE) only answer the questions asked by Secretary Clark and do not.. ..
treat the broader mral and/or historical issues of which the people
around the table are well aware--some say that is a cop out.

-.

0 As mentioned earlier, even if the letter is drafted by John Rudolph to
treat only the questions surrounding dose”levels, the group cannot agree
on which levels are the correct ones.

. .
0 I cannot guess how this will develop except that DP/PE (GC?) may end up-

providing Ms. DeRocco with different versions for her choice--since she is
apparently still managing this for the Secretary.

On the topic of the study of the feasibility of moving people back to Bikini- .
after

o

0

0

0

0

0

0

a cleanup designed to reduce radiation risks to an acceptable level:

CQI treated the funds which Congress mandated for Report No. 1 as a pass
through and did not comment on the results, e.g., findings or conclusions.
The Report was delivered by Or. Kohn and others on his task force to the
House and Senate Committees on Interior Appropriations in November 1984.

No entity of the Federal Government took aformal position on this Repo~t;”
...’

-although the possibility of doing so was discussed at an interagency”’ =
meeting convened in June 1984 by OMSN Men the Report was in draft form.
DP (you may recall from my weekly report items) was requestedtto provide ....-.
an informal opinion to OMSN through us. It never did, in spite of .
repeated requests.

Now, we have learned that DOI has been provided with mre money, J1.9
million, to refine the points discussed in Report No. 1 which had’ cost
$400,000 to produce.

This time, LXIIwants to stay more on top of the steps necessary for
Dr. Kohn to move ahead towards completion of Report No. 2 (due March
1985 to the Congress).

The same person (Dr. Kohn) will be the technical lead. He provided a pro-
posal to Congressman Yates that resulted in the $1.9 million being
placed into the continuing resolution for COI as a followup to Report
No. 1. -.

-.

D31 does not have a copy of this proposal but is attempting to obtain a..
copy.

In order to determine the types of technical assistance Dr. Kohn will ~
require from DOI/UIE, a meeting has been agreed to in Las Vegas sometime
early in ’85. Roger Ray and Larry Morgan (Chief of Congressional Affairs,
CC)I) are the only people that I know at this point will definitely
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meet with Dr. Kohn. It is likely in my opinion that Mr. Weisgall,
lawyer for the Bikini people and a strong influence in all this, will
attend also. .. ...

0 The meeting is expected to result in a “set of technical assistance
needs “--some will be of which will be requested from DOE..

0 As a followup to the Las Vegas meeting--a”Memo of Understanding is
expected to be developed between D31 and D3E in support of the needs

., outlined by Dr. Kohn.

o Larry Morgan thinks that the USG will ultimately receive orders from
Congress to clean up Bikini. That will cost between $40-90 million if it
proves to be technically feasible. He thinks Mr. Yates is convinced and
so is Mr. Seiberling. I fear that since the people who might”offer evi= ,,
dence that the idea is not technically feasible have never been heard, ‘
the USG will be told to perform this cleanup regardless. If hearings
are held, the other side of this question may be heard--but hearings
are not being discussed at this point at all. Larry also told me that
to attempt to mount a campaign now against the idea of a cleanup could
have negative effects on other phases of DOI’S funding having nothing to
do with this question. .. : :.

0 l:have talked to OMSN about this matter, and they may wish to hold a“’ :
working group meeting to discuss it. I hope they do.

L .:-...

Attachments
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ISSUES/AGENDA
RESETTLEMENT OF BIKINI PEOPLE T(iENEU

November 27, i984
Room 5A-104, Forrestal

1. Clark (DOi) letter to Hodel, July 1984

ljuestiuris:

A. “...we would like to again consider the accept~bjlity of Eneu for
resettlement at this time and, if we cannot now support such
resettlement, co provide to the Iiarshall Islands Government. the
requisite information for Its future management of this issue.”

B. “liewould appreciate your advice in these matters and ask you to
update the Department of Energy’s evaluation and inform us what
conditions, if any, should be imposed if the people of Bikini are
relocated to Eneu Isldnd in their home atoll.”

2. Application of iCRP Publication 39 and the proposed new principles for
‘limiting exposure from natural sources of radiation. What are the
broader implications of applying new standards to Eneu? Hhat about
Rongelap? Other atolls?

3. 00E’s judgment on the effectiveness of administrative measures to
control diet.

Our experience is neither extensive or uniform and, therefore,
Incapable of yielding single conclusion or predicting a single
result.

Are the Marshallese incapable of making their own decision--
providing they have all necessary information?

4. The inewetak “discount”

Our knowledge and understanding should have improved since the
“discount” was dpplied for Enewetak.

5. Acceptance of Risk

Are we attempting to weigh the Bikinian’s benefit against our risk?
In attempting to protect the U.S. from criticism, embarrassment, etc.,
we are looking for absolute assurances against avoidable exposure.
The Bikini people are paying for this through our denial of their
right to manage their own destiny.

b. Until any new standards are adapted which are more restrictive, is it
not possible to answer the 1101questions with as much information as
we have? Making whatever reference is necessary to new standards--in
the proper context.



lSSUES/AGENDA
RESETTLEFIENT OF BIKINI PEOPLE TU ENEU

November 27, i9&Mi
Room 5A-104, Forrestal

Clark (llOi)letter to Hodel, July 1984

Questions:

A. “...we would like to again consider the acceptability of Eneu tor
resettlement at this time and, if we cannot now support such
resettlement, to provide to the Marshall Islands Government ~he
requisite information for Its future management of this issue.”

B. “tiewould appreciate your advice in these matters and ask You to
update the Department of Energy’s evaluation and inform us what
conditions, if any, should be imposed if the people of Bikini are
relocated to Eneu Isldnd in their how atO1l.”

Application of ICRP Publication 39 and the proposed new principles fur
lir,litingexposure from natural sources of radiation. What are the
broader implications of applying new standards to Eneu? What about
Rongelap? Other atolls?

DDE’s judgment on the effectiveness of administrative measures to
control diet.

The

Our experience is neither extensive or uniform and, therefore,
Incapable of yielding single conclusion or predicting a single
result.

Are the Marshallese incapable of making their own decision--
providing they have all necessary information?

inewetak “discount”

Our knowledge and understanding should have im~roved since the
“discount” ;as dpplied for Enewetak. - “

Acceptance of Risk

Are we attempting to weigh the Bikinian’s benefit against our risk?
In attempting to protect the U.S. frum criticism, embarrassment, etc.,
we are looking for absolute assurances against avoidable exposure.
The Bikini people are paying for this through our denial of their
right to manage their own destfny.

Until any new standards are adapted which are more restrictive, Is it
not possible to answer the 1)01 questions with as much information dS
we have? Naking whatever reference is necessary to new standards--in
the proper context.



DRAFT
Ray/jc
1/10/85

Dear Mr. Secretary:

This is in response to your request that the Department of Energy update

its 1979 evaluation of the habitability of Eneu Island in Bikirii Atoll and

inform you of what conditions, if any, should be imposed upon a population

which may resettle on that island.

At the time of our 1979 evaluation of the Eneu question, the United States

Federal guidelines established limits of 500 mrem/year for an individual

and a population limit of 5000 mrem over ~ 30-year period. These remain

the U.S. guidelines, but actior, is underway to modify them.

Recently, the International Commission

has revised its recommendations in two

~~~~/ that: (1) for repeated exposures over

on Radiological Protection (ICRP)

pertinent respects. It suggests

prolonged periods it would be

k;f’
+(

prudent to restrict exposures to 100 mrem for each year of lifelong

exposure from controllable artificial sources; (Z) a~tions taken or planned

to reduce the effective dose equivalent from naturally occurring sources

should weigh the social costs of the remedial measure against the degree of

risk.

The ICRP suggests:

“An action level is not determined by the choice of any limits
intended for future situations, nor by the primary dose limits
reconrnended by the Commission for members of the public (or for
workers) in the control of artificial sources of radiation. In
deciding whether to take action, the hazard or social costs involved
in any remedial measure must be justified by the reduction of risk
that will result. Because of the great variability of the
circumstances in which remedial action might be considered, it is not
possible for the Commission to recommend action levels that would be
appropriate for all occasions.”



The U.S. National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP)

in its Report 77 on “Exposures from thd Uranium Series with Emphasis on

Radon and its Daughters” recommended a similar approach.

We believe that the sociiil cost of continuir,g to deny the Bikini people

access to their homeland must be considered, but we claim no special

knowledge or appreciation of that aspect of this issue. What we can do ano

have done is to provide the people of Bikini with our best evaluation of

the radiological conditions and their potential consequences to man.

The most recent information regarding doses and health risks which has been

provided the bikini people is contained in the bilingual book entitled “The

Meaning of Radiation at Bikini Atoll.” A copy is enclosed with this

letter. On page 21, full time residence on Eneu is discussed, for two

alternative cases: (a) with imported food available, and (b) with only

tneu-grown food available. The expected doses and their predicted

consequences are tabulated. With imported foods available, the average

dose to iridividuals in a population resettled on Eneu would be expected to

be approximately 115 mrem in the highest year after resettlement.

(The aose to a maximally exposed individual is estimated in the enclosure

to be 390 mrem or three times the average. our current estimate of 115

mrem reflects an adjustment of the resettlement date from 1981 to 1986.)

The nature and magnitude of health risks are also discussed on page zl,

If Eneu is resettled, there are a number of actions which we believe sberiffd

be uiken to rninihlizethe radiation doses received Dy the inhabitants:



1. Imported foods s)wtlld constitute a substantial fraction of the Eneu

diet. Our experience in recent years and our observations at

Rongelap, Utirik, and more recently at Enewetak, indicate a distinct

preference for a mix including imported foods over an exclusively

locally produced diet. This apparent preference~ be reinforced by

authoritative dietary

field trip service or

is maintained.

2. Residence on, and the

recommendations and by assuring that regular

some other deper,dable source of imported foods

@“con~m ion of terrestrldl foods from, other

p-d <~than Eneu Island should b avol ed.

While sorileEneu residents, not withstanding these reccmvnendations, may

visit Bikini and partake of some local foods, the population must be

informed of the risks associated with such practices. Although some

F=&=:<’ tions rest&ting the use of fooas

from the urthern islands~ Brief visits to Bikini Island, especially__—— –—-.

if Bikini foods are not eaten, will not appreciably change the dose

prediction, but if visits are extended and include consumption of

local foods, the doses will rise rapidly. For example, if 50 percent

of the diet were to come fror,lBikini Island the average annual dose

would be in excess of 500 mrem.



3. At least for several years following resettlement a program should be

maintained to monitor the actual radiological situation.

~ SF pprt)

exper

parts
{

S.wut
enced frofilnotural sourc s in -other parts of the worla including

of tne United States r,la’inland.

Should you decide to authurize or facil’

be pleased to assist in your detailed p“

tate an Eneu resettlement, we will

arming and implementation.

Sincerely,

Secretary of Energy



DRAFT

R, Ray

12/20/84

Dear Hr. secretary:

?his Is in response to your request that the Department of Energy update Its

1979 cvaluat{on of the habitability of

you of whfit conditions, If any, shotild

r~~et~-leon that island.

At the time of our 1979 evaluation of

federal guidelines established limits

population limit of 5,000 mrem over a

guidelines, but action is underway to r

Eneu Island in Bikini Atoll and inform

be imposed upon a population which may

the Eneu question, the United States

~f 500 mrem/year for an individual and a

30-year period. These remain the U.S.
9

nodify them. Recently, the

International Commlssfon on Radiological Protection (ICRP) has revised its

recoimmndations in two pertinent respects. It suggests that: (1) for

repeated exposures over prolonged periods it would be prudent to restrict

exposures to 100 mrem for each yea[ of lifelong exposure from controllable
5 .-* ~., 0,~\6,,,,’-

arttficial sources; (2) actlon~levels~to reduce the effective dose equivalent—

from naturally occurring sources should weigh the social costs of the remedial

measure against the degree of risk. rIn discussing the specific case of radon

in houses, for example, the lCRP suggests an action level of 1,000 mreN/yr for

2
future e~posures and as high as 2,000 mrem/yr for existing situations,

DXRD5R



The ICRP suggests:

“An action

for future

,

evel is not determined by choice of any limits lnt~nded

situatiorls, nor by the primary dose llmits reccmended

by the Commlsslon for members of the public (or for workers) in

the control of artificial sources of radfation, In decidtng

whether to take action, the hazard of social costs involved in any

remdlal measure must be justified by the reduction of risk that
.’/

will result “LBecause of the great variability of the

circumstances in which remedial action might be considered, it is

not possible for the Commission to recommend action levels that
Y

J
would be appropr~ate for all occasions.

i“NCRP,,inits Report 77 on “Exposures from the Uranium Series ~ith Emp~asis on
A w-@a:p:-n4w ‘I%ov!n:

Radon .ar.$~ts Daughters” recommended a similar approach and[slmllar action
4- ●,+ohl;sh /,[,J;,.,M.,,J.Ccf?;l:-rwi ~~1 ti tJcF.P rc:an ,.f, JO* 0,>.-
ievelsl

The most recent information regarding doses and health risks which has been

protiided the Bfkfni people is contained in the bilingual book entitled “The

Me~ning cf Radiation at Bfkini Ato

&+ page 21, full time residence on

cases: (a) with Imported food ava

1.” A cOpY 1S enclosed with this letter.

Eneu is discussed, for two alternative

lable, and (b) with only Eneu.grown food

DXR05A
-—--

Page 2--Dated: 12/20/84
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available.

r
The average

260 mrem in

The expected doses and their predicted consequences are tabulated.

one year dose expected for an Individual is 130 mrem ~n case a;

case b. (Doses to a maximally exposed individual are assumed to

be three times as ;arge, noted In the enclosure as 390 mrem in case a; ?80

:lrtm in ctiseb.) The average dose to this population over 30years is

~~timet~d to be about 3 r~. These estimates assumed that residence on Eneu

wO,Jld begin in JanUary 1981. For a resettlement date of January 1986, the

doses would be reduced by about 11 percent.] Thus, with Imported foods
-.

avzil.ble, the average dose to Individuals in a population resettled on Eneu

would be expected to be approximately 115 mrem trrthe highest year after
cf14:nr1f4G CY’L--: 1>,”’ i.-). rfdoc~d Lf ~bc.f /: ’4, JVoti. ~,:,:e ,=,ifi”!,.d ,W 44 p L/l(04/,,

The nature and magnftude of health’ rfsks are also discuss@d onresettlement.A .-
- ,,j<Lr+ & ~fi . . . . J.._ {’f:,.’ !. RI I O’cyr ,/PO,.: .“,./ I

“)
rl fu .7dfl/”~,

page 21. ~nf +ba&e—Jw4~&uw—ld—o ~ns -

. .
~~m ~trF- t!ttiTri_pr?o@e-9tTou+(j

(-F- )U3+
If Eneu is resettled, there are a number of actions which we believe %hed-d be

taken to m$nirnize the radiation doses recetved by the inhabitants:

~orrea ~al-frllt Wwt-e’f-the-+klr-skwem--uiim Y!r-,,.,
.,- Ou r~+e’ved.~ Wc—hv’e observ”~~”at Rongelap,~Utiri~ and

l’ndi(p+~
,,lorerecently at Enewetak,t a distinct preference for a mix includi~g imP6rted

foods over an exclusively locally produced die~~
Sk..ld Qlro

a~~ ~his apparent preferencefim be

reinforced by authoritative dietary recomnendatlons.

DXR05A
..—

Page 3--Dated: 12/20/84
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2. Residence on, and the consumption of terrestrial foods from, other than

Eneu Island should be avoided.

k!!,ilesnme Eneu residents, not withstanding these reccxnmendati’ens,may vls<t

bikini and partake of some local foods,~e believe that this is a matter for

the people themselves, and thefr leaders, to evaluate and control. Our
+llG V?.ds+he :dovn?fh

obligation, we believe, Is to inform the subjec~populationz$of the risks

associated with such practices. Although some evidence, from Enewetak,

ir,dicates that diet restrictions are not always effective, we have convincing

long-term evidence from Rongelap that people are following recommendations

restricting the use of foods from the northern islands. Brief visits to

Bikini Island, especially if Bikini foods are not eaten, will not appr~ciably

change the dose prediction, but if visits are extended and include consumption

of local foods, the doses will rise rapidly. For example, if 50 percent of

the diet were to come from Bikini Island the average annual dose would be in

excess of 500 mrem.

3, Regular field trip service or Other
rnos+

to Bikini Atoll %b%+4-4be maintained.

dependable sources of imported foods

4. At least for several years following resettlement a program should be

maintained to monitor the actual radiological situation.

,/
To summarize, individuals resettled on Eneu at this time would inevitably be ;

i

subjected to radiation exposures which are higher than those which they now :

encounter at Kili and Ejit, but with reasonable care their dose commitment I

I

\_

would be

parts of

DXR05A
...—.— .=..—

within the range of thht which goes without notice In many other \

the world.
-J

Page 4--Dated: 12/20/R4
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/
/

Should you decide to authorize
/

facilitate an Eneu resettlement, we will be

pleased to assist with det>l~~ planning and implementation.
,’

,//

/

/
/

I apologize for the,,-?ongdelay in our response. onslderable tlm-ewas

required to assure that we

guidance recently provided

//

Enclosure

DXR05A
..... ——.. .—--—-—.- —

/

gave appropriate onsideration to the revised

by the ICRP d the NCRP.

Sincerely,

Donald Paul tiodel

Page 5--Dated: 12/20/84
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COMMENTS UPON THE 1~/10/84 McCPAWDMFT

1- The first sentence omits an important part of Judge Clark’%
raqueat. viz: that the DOT?update Its 1979 evaluation and edviee
on conditions to be imposed. The update evaluation sh=d be
broader than simply an evaluation of the conditions we recommend,

?- In the first sentence of the second paragraph the laet three words
“of ~hort duration” were not uged in 1979, 500 mrem was the dose
limitation Ut]ich should not be exceeded by an individual ~n any
year as a means of assuring that the.population average would
remain belw the population limit.

3- In the third paragraph the 1~5 mrem/yr I assume to have been borrowed
from my draft+ It is not baBed upon “fmported food beicg the primary
diet” but upon a mix of local and imported foods which we have
observed to be realistic, as stated in my draft.

4- The footnote does not in my judgement “put these values In perspective”
as stated. What would pot them M pqrapective would be an acknow-
lodgement. of our expectation that this same population of 1,00u people
will likely experience 150 fatal cancers from other than radiation
cauBe8 .

5- On the top of page 2, the first sentence ignores the excellent correla-

tion between observation (Lessard) and prediction (Robison) noted
recently by Dr.Bair. And, Incidentally, what else in life can be
known with certainty in advance?

6- The imposed conditions numbered 1, 2, 3 are couched in inappropriate
lan~uage. We cannot Eliminate, Prohibit, etc., where we have no
jurisdiction. ‘—We have chosen words suth as avoid, discourage, en:ourage,
limit, etc., relying upon comprehension on the part of the population
rather than~feat and blind following.

~ydo

7- Finally, Mccraw’s 100 mrem/yr in imposed cond%tion #1 is a number
out of chin air. The DOE officially published and accepted number
for a startfng date In 1981 is 14 mrem in the maximua year, k!ehave
provided the derivation of this aumber in UCRL-53225+ Page 42. PE

has pzovided no citation for its 100 mrem and has provided no basis,
scientific m otherwise for the 14 mrem/year number.

{k
cl?!,Ilt)’f,j}w

J’~

--- — —.
. . .

/’+
TOTRL P.14



UNCLUSIFIED
) INSERT ABOVE. CLASSIFICATION, L)NCLA.SSIFIEO, ~R OFFICIAL VSE ONLY ❑ YES Q ?’40

—.
u E DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

TELECOMMUNICATION MESSAGE f)~:Aj~:

(SCCfm,amtddt fO, f- h. ti@ne.)

;;;;;::’” f,,

-—. -
:, P!-IE-CDLNCE 9E51G NATION f,.~’ .Dpmnrlurr bu.tJ ~

NO. OF cOF, E5. SERIES

Sh@ A ddrm$ FOR COS+NICA ~&S “.’C&s@ *
m

MukttPk .4cl@ts6 MESSAGE IDENTIFICATION

ACTION ~ RO.tI.,~” P,I..WY Q 11-IMWMO /’_J FLASH
-+R~~~E::;[:Ap) ~, ,*! ~Ta , z

,NF~. n,(, +, , ❑ (3 ,+r, ,
-—

6. FEOM 7.

USDOE/NV .— — ——— ...— —
PX.X RAY ,hr,r,:),t#VIII(VI; ,,

“\
M/s 505 ..

\
1,OGTE

,.,,
..— — . ----- —.—

-——+———
I

q ‘o ~“ JOHN E. RUDOLPH
~4?4M@4iCATJ~J’%SWIXR W&WNO-

4-,~,( -
6P w

HQ (DF-22) GTN *
I PKY:L 353-3618

.:
,-,

-..
3 DPCI?4ENTS TRANSMITTED HEREWII’H:

Ho. 1 D2hFI LETTER TO THE SECRE1’.ARl’OF INTERIOR (I BELIEVE THIS

(llliSIDEREDA FINAL DRAFT) .MAY BE.

w. ? A DRAFT OF TEXT FOR

(TH1S IS ADMITTEDLY

AS A BRIEFING PAPER

AN ACT13N MIIMOMNDUM TO THE SECRETARY OF :.

A BII’LONG AS

FOR THE STEPS

IT NOW STANDS BUT MAY BE

LEADING TO SECRETARIAL ..
::.,
.,
::AW’ON; .

p+-). j !-OMlfEITTSuPON THE 12/10/8L McCRAW DP.AFT(THESE ARE NOT IN A

HELPFUL IN RESPONDING TO
.’.

.
:,. .

FORM TO G() BEYOND 10fJR OFFICE BUT MAY BE

PE COMMENTS),

.,
2. I.’-,

—... .— ,_— —---1
.-
::
: .-

,,.”,.
v’<

. . . .. i
:.w BRIEF-ELMINA z 2JNNECESSARY WORS3.2

T%~lsi!i!L
;0. ORIGINATOR {.% MSIOMSNIhw, 11. DERIVATIVECLASSIFER

F’r.:<? Vain?, RO. tmti Symbol, &

STAMP CLASSIFICATION

—
12, n Nsl,fill it):

Clsssiliad by
&igrnd ovfhooty

1= Dede8@*
w M

C Revrnw
.—— ___

dak?w owl

I 4 RESTRICTED DATA, FRD, 0! NSI STAMP (lt Requhdj


